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Abstract for "Multifactored Nonbiased Assessment: Convergent.
\ . and Discriminant.Validity of Social and Cognitive Measures with

Black and White Regular and Speclal Education Students"

The convergent and discriminant val idity of a wide range of cognitive and soclal
competence measures were investigated with a sample of 400 students, age 7-11., The
sample was stratified by race, white and black, and educational placement, regular
and special education. There were approximately 100 students in each of four groups,

. black regular education, black speclal education, white regular education, and white
speclal education. All students in the speclal education sample were ciassified as
mildly handicapped and were placed in part-time special education programs. The vast
majority of These students were classified as leacnlng disabled. ~

. As expected, the special education sfudenfs scored substantially below regular
education.students on all academic conpetence indices. These Indices included the
Wechsler l|aitelligence Scale for Children—Revised, the Peabody Individual Achievement
Test, and Teacher Rating of Academic Performance. The magnitude and pattern cf
differences among special and regular educetion studéents was quite similar for black

; and white students. These findings were expected since most LD students are
classified according to academic competence criteria.

Al though social competence was not part of the classification criteria the
special education students obtained substantially lower scores .on all soclal,
competence indices, including classroom sociometrics, the Social Behavior Assessment-
Parent, the Social Behavior Assessment-Teacher, the Adaptive Behavior Inventory for
Children, and the Children's Adaptive Behavior Scale. The magnitude of the
differences among regular and special education students was generally In the range
of 1 to 2 standard deviations for both white and black students. Differences of this
magnitude suggest relatively little overlap of distributions, as well as significant
social competence difficulties for most students placed In special education
progrdms. :

The discriminant function analyses furfher confirmed the other results in that
reldflvely high rates of correct classification were found for both black and white
sfudenfs. These results suggest relatively strong convergent and. discriminant
valldlfy using the criterion of handicapped child vs regular education placemenf.

A mulflfraif-mulflmefhod analysis of the academic and social compefenca measures.
yielded less positive results. Analysis of the relationship of various medsures,
some using the same method of measurement but attempting to assess different traits
and others using different methods of measurement to assess the same traits,
sugyested relatively high method variance and relatively low tralt variance for the
social competence measures. Caution must therefore be exercised In interpretation’ of
results from social competence measures. Results from single measures need to be
conf i rmed Through further investigation, ‘

The results of this study have significant Implications for a number of current -
issues. Parents.and teachers can provide valuable Information in the areas of
academlc ahd social competence. Soclial competence measures are rellable and valid
with black‘sfudenfa. Social competence measures, particularly with minority
students, #re | ikely to be valuable adjuncts to traditional assessment practices,
which are ¢ften regarded as blased against minority students,-

ERIC 3



Multifactored Nonblased Assessment: Convergent and Discriminant Validity
of Social and Cognitive Measures with Black and White Regular and
Speclal Education Students

Daniel J. Reschly, lowa State Unlversity

Frank M. Gresham, Louisiana State Unlverslfy
Susan L. Grdham~CIay, Wlnnlpeg Publ’ic Schools

~ INTRODUCT ION

The usefulness and falrness of conventional assessment practices in
special education have been questioned and severely criticized iIn recent

~years (Mercer, 1979; Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1981). The maJor lssues have to

do with the fechnlcal adequacy of commonly used Instruments; the |imlted

" scope .of the Information that is collected; the usefulness of this
information In special education classification and programming; and the

tairness of these procedures when applied to ethnic_orsocial minorities
(Reschly, 1982; 1984). . . -

In the past, the assessment lnformaflon collected during the
preplacement evaluation has all too often been restricted to measures of
Intelligence, |.e., academi¢ aptitude (using the WISC-R or Binet),
achievement (using the WRAT), and visual-motor development (using.the
Bender). Recent trends established by advances iIn various professional
disciplines, by the courts, and by Federal leglislation have had some effect
on broadening the scope of assessment information. A multifactored
assessment encompassing a wide variety of areas, of development now Is
required (Federal Register, 1977, p. 42496-42497). Considerable progress
has occurred in the asqessmenf of achievement through the publication, and

_ now, the widespread use of individualiy administered measures of

achievement fhaf meet the usual standards of technical adequacy. At

present, the best measures available In terms of technlicel adequacy (norms, . -

reltability, and vallidity) are In the areas of achievement &and intelligence

‘(Salvia & Ysseldyke,.1981). However, restriction of special education

assessment to these areas Is, quite properly, regarded as Insufflclenf and.
controversial.

Soclel competencles, including soclal skills, emotional status, and

adaptive behavior, -are cruclal areas of development for school age

children. Social competencies are part of the classification criteria in
several speclal education categories, and generally are viewed as important
In special education programming. Moreover, assessment and cons I deration

 of soclal competencles has promise for reducing the alleged biases In.

special education classification and programming (see later section).




Unfortunately, assessment instruments In the soclal competence area
are not as well developed, as carefully studied, nor as widely used as the
assessment devices for cognitive compefencTes such as achlevement and
academic aptitude. Several Instruments for assessing social competencies
have been published in the last flve years. Some of these instruments,

- particularly measures of adaptive behavior, are used Increaslncly during
the preplacement evaluation.of students considered for special education
programming. However, the. Instruments avallable now reflect quite
different measurement procedures (e.g.,.direct administration to chiid vs.
indirect observation by a third party), different social settings (e.g.,
In school vs. out of school), and different respondents (e.g., teacher,
peer, or parent). In addition to these questions about the relationship

. anong different measures of social competence, there is little evldence
avallable now on the effects of these measures on classification decisiors
with minority students, the effects on students already ctassified, and the .
relaflonshlp of these ‘measures fo conventional measures of achievement and
academic aptitude. :

This grant supported a convergent-discriminant validity study of
s glgl/gompefence measures. Samples of majority and minority students.from
- regular and special education proorams were studied. The specific
" questions addressed were:

1) The relationship among different measures of the same soclal
competence construct, e.g., adaptive behavior assessed fhrough fhird party
respondents vs. direct ‘administration ﬁo child.

2) The relationship among different measures of social competence,
adaptive behaVIor, soclal skills, and peer social status.

_ 3) The relationship anong social skills measures obtained from
parenfs and teachers.

4) The relationship of social competence measures to academic
aptitude, standardized achievement test performance, and teacher ratings of
classroom academic achievement,

5) The effects of'soclal‘compefence measures :on the classification
status of students currenTIy placed in speclal education programs.

6) The technical adequacy of various .social compeience measures which

might be used In 'special education programming declslons (particularly
re!iabullfy and. convergent valldlfy) _ .

b



In this section we will provide a brief synopsis of the relevant
research and theory which provided the context for this investigation.
Comprehens |lve reviews of the topics |isted In this sectlon as subheadings
have been developed by the authors and published elsewhere. Considerably

more informaflon I's provided 'in the review arflcles or The chapters cited
In the various subsecTIOns._'

Nonb lased Assessment

Classification and placemont of minority students in special education
- programs have been among the most controversial Iissues In special education
over the past fifteen years. A substantial amount of activity perfalnlng
to this problem has appeared in the form of |itigation, theory and
research, and legislation., ,Despite all of this activity, relaflvely little
‘has changed with respect to assessment practices, Part of the reason that
so | Ittle has changed thus far may be due to Improper deflinition of the
problem, leading to courses of action which do not address the fundamental,
underlying problem of relatively poorer performance in school settings by
economical ly disadvantaged children and youth (Heller, Holtzman & Messick,
1982; Reschly, 1982; 1984). :

AN

" Two major lssues have confounded studies on bias in assessment In
recent years. First, there Is the issue of what constitutes blas, Bias In
assessment, speclf!cally test bias, has been conceptualized In a varlety
of ways. These alfferent definitions of blas generally lead to quite
different conclusions In studies involving comparisons of test performance
or outcomes of test use with minority &nd majority students. The most:
fréquent cutcome of such studies, however, |s the conclusion that
conventional tests function in about the same way regardiess of students!'
race or ethnicity, A summary of the prominent deflnitions of test blas and
the outcomes of research to date Is provided In Table 1.

The second major Issue that has confounded research on bias Is the
fallure 1o take into account the educational needs of minority students
referred for consideration of speclal education ciassification and
placement, - To Ignore these needs through simple devices which prevent
minorlty students from being classlifled does not constitute a solution to
the problems which led 1o the original referral. |In recent years we have
seon several examples of these alternative classification procedures
(Mercer, 1979; Talley, 1979; Fisher, 1978; and Scott, 1979). These -




‘§+udles'sugges+ that certaln kinds of soclal competence measures, if
applied rigorously to classification and placement decisions, have the
effect of declasslifyling students. Declassification means the student is no

longer deened ellgible for deslignation as handicapped, most often In mild

mental

retardation. -

The courts in a number of cases have also emphasized

the use of ncniraditional measures such. as measures of soclal competence as

a means to reduce or ellmlnate overrepresentatlon of minorities in speclal
education programs.

Table 1

Summary of Concepts and Empirical Studies of Bias in Tests

.studies using
!individual
.tests. Many
studies with
group tests,

Results
. Definition of Bias Empirical Studies Lonfirmed/Equivocnl/Not Sqnggrtcd
1. MEAN \Large number of Economically disadvantaged, minor-
-DIFFERENCES studies, ity students obtaiil lower average
scores. The size of the differ-
ences vary by group and/or for
. ] some groups, by type of measure.
2. [ITEM BIAS Several recent Subjective judgments usually

IdentIfy many items as biased.
However, subjective judgments

.are unreliable, Empirical stud-

ies generally do not support the
existence of item blas on con-
ventional tests,

3. PSYCHOMETRIC

Several recent
studies.

Psychometric characteristics
such as reliability, item x to-
tal, subtest x ‘scale, etc., are
the same regardless of group.

4. FACTOR Several recent The factor structure on tests
ANALYSIS studies. such.as the WISC-R is largely
. : the same regardless of group.
%, ATMOSPHERE Many. studies, Inconsistent results, often con-
BIAS tradictory. The size of the ef-

fects; if real, is small.

6. PREDICTIVE

Many studies.

The relltxoniﬁfh between ability

VALIDLIVY and achievement tests is virtu- -
TESTS OF ally the same regardless of group.
ACHIEVEMENT Issue of "autocorrelation' is

unresolved.

7. PREDICTIVE VA-
LIDITY TEACHER

Few studies.

Some Inconsistent rcqults; If cri-

terion is clearly academic, not social,

RATINGS/GRADES there 1 no differential validity.

8, SOCIAL CONSE- Few published _ Conventional tests are frequently
QUENCES studies, consid- . overinterpreted and/or misinter-
Misuse, misin- ~ erable anecdotal preted. Test results have been
terpretation, and historical used to justify restrictive and
overinterpre. -evidence, sometimes racist social policies.
tation ) ‘

9. SELECTION Many ‘'indirect" Economically disadvantaged, mi-
RATIOS studies. nority students are overrepre-

sented in special education pro.
grams for the mildly retarded.
Tests are used as part of that
process. Whether test use in-
creases OR decreases the over-
representation is unclear,

“table based on review by Reschly, 1981,
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As noted previously (Reschly, 1979) declassiflcation does not solve
any problems. Moreover, a panel of wldely recognized experts recently
reached the same conciusion by focusing on the question of Why Is
disproportion a problem? (Heller, Holtzman & Messick, 1982). The answer
to that question, often missed by critics of conventional assessment
procedures, has to do with the number of under|ying assumptions about the
nature of s¢pecial education programs. The critical Issue, though, Is the
degree to which the newer assessment procedures, many of which were used In
this investigation, are related to speclal education declslon making and
educational progrdmmlng.

=20c(al Competence

Soclal competence has long been regarded as a fundamental aspect of /
human capabilities. |In a very early formulation, Thorndike (1927) o/
suggested three kinds of Intelligence, one of which was soclal compefencg
Social competence has also been a fundamental notion assoclated wlth /
conception of, definition, and classification crlteria with handicapped
persons. Thls 1s particularly apparent In the modern classification
criteria in the area of mentel retardation which have consistently, through
several revisions, emphasized the Importance of both cognlitlive and soclal
competence. (|t might be noted that the most widely used classification
system. In mental retardation, that produced by the American Association on
Mental Deficiency, Grossman (1983), uses fhe terms lnfelllgence and
adapflve behavior.)

Soclal competence, |ike cognitive compeTencenor énfell[ggnce, is not
easily defined nor easily assessed. Soclal compe+enc in general has to do
with the degree to which the individual can perform various social roles
associated wlfh or expected of-persons In particular settings and at
varlous ages. A socially competent Individual |s cne who can exhiblt age-
approprlate behaviors in specific settings. The nature of these behaviors
and the process whereby expectations are establlshed was discussed weil by
Greenspan (1979). Greenspan's notion of personal  competence, the two major
subcomponents being soclal and cognitive competence, was influential on the

approach selected for this investigation. In the area of social

competence, we decided to organize our work around two major subcomponents,
soclal skills and adaptive behavior. We belleve these components comprise
the mcst Important aspects of the construct of soclal competence. This
divicion also Is consistent with the way much of recent research and theory
has been organlized.

Adaptive behavier. The concept of what now is cailed adaptive
behavior has been fundamental to mental retardatlion and other handicappling



areas for many, many years. Adaptive behavior as a term was first used,

apparently, in the 1961 revision of the American Association on Mental

Deficiency (AAMD) Manual on Terminology and Classiflcation, Social )
maturity or social competence had been used previously to refer to what s _ .

now celled adaptive behavior (Doll, 1941, 1953). Adaptlive behavior has

continued to be a fundamental notlon In all of the recent revisions of the

AAMD classiflication scheme. The most recent revision, \(Grossman, 1983)

continues to define adaptive behavior as, “"effectiveness or degree fo which.
individuals meet the standards of personal Independence and social

responslblllfy expected for age and cultural group "™ (Page 1, Grossman, . o
1983). As noted by Coulter and Morrow (1978) there has been considerable

confysion over the exact meaning of the concept of adaptive.behavior.

Currently avalladle measures of adaptive behavior also reflect considerable
variation. The two most basic notlons of adapTlve\behavlor, that is,

expectations vary according to age and to cultural setting, are represented

in virtually all of the measures of adaptive behavior. However, measures

of adaptive behavior do vary on a numben of dimensions including the \
following: 1) the amount of emphasis placed on cognitive competence; 2)
the underlying purpose for the adaptive|behavior measure, program
planning/intervention, or ciassificatiop/placement; 3) the social setting
which is most important, In school versus ogt of school; 4) the method of
measurement used, direct administration to The child versus Interview of
third party respondent; and 5) the preferred respondent, e.g., teacher
versus parent. In view of these rather large variations it is not
surprising that there Is both consliderable confusion regarding adaptive
behavior as well as.'a good possibll ity that the results of different
adaptive behavior scales will not agree.

There appear to be two major reasons for the increasing interest In
the area of adaptive behavior. Firsgt, there Is the concern about bias In
~assessment, particularly overrepresentation of minority students in special
class programs for the mildly retarded. Adaptive behavior assessment has
been seen as a method whereby this overrepresentation could be diminished

and, depending on-scale, perhaps eliminated. Recent research suggests that
adaptive behavior may or may ‘have @ substantial relationship with
measured Intelllgence deperding cn the adaptive behavior scale invoived.

- Part of the purpose of this Investigation was to determine the convergent

and ¢isciminant validity among measures of cognitive and social competence,.
including adaptive behavior and Infelllgence.

)

A second major purpose for assessing adaptive behavior i< to develop
instructional programs or psychological interventions to enhance social
competencies. This purpose is supported by data suggesflng that mlldly
retarded persons often exhibit adaptive behavior deflcits, and that
adaptive behavior compefencles are often cruclal to the degree of self
support and Independent functioning achieved by mildly retarded adults.
{For additional Informartion concerning adaptive behavior, ?he reader lIs
referred to Coulter & Morrow, 1978; Mercer, 1979; and Reschly 1982, 1985).
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Soclal skills. The other major component of soclal competence
according to the scheme presented here Is soclal skills, Soclial skills, In
contrast to adaptive behawior, refers to those behaviors involved in-
deal Ing with other persons. Llke adapt!ve behavlor, soclial skllls are age
and setting specific. For school-age children, social skills would
necessarily Involve those behaviors Involved In gettlng along with peers as
well as significant adults (e.g., teachers and parents), It Is Important
to remember that soclal skllls for children In school settings include not
only those behavlions that Tead to peer acceptance, but alsc behaviors tha

~allow them to successfully cope with the demands of the classroom L

environment (l.e., task-related soclal skills such as being on-task,
completing work, gaining attention ap ropriately, etc.). In short, soclal
shills may very well be one of the most cruclal-areas of developmeni, as
suggested by the apparent relatlonship\ between soclal skills during
childhood and psychologlical adJusfmenT\ln the adult years (Gresham, 1981a,

1961b). .U N
A

: \ :
Soclal skills information Is relevaht to several crucial dedisions:
concerning classiflcation/placement and 1rogram-p1annlng/\Inferv§nflon
decisions with handicapped students. First of all, social skills are a
fundemental component of most definitions\of behavior disorders.oér
emotional disturbance. These definitions usually mention yetting along
with others, both adults and peers. A second very Important use/of social
skills ‘Information Is In datermining appropriate placement for aryoungster

~whe Is deemed eligible for special education services.” Mainstreaming

effcrts are probably bighly dependent upon the student having certaln

requisite social skills (Gresham, 1982). The degree and kind of

malinstreaming should be based at least In part on the level of soclal

sklils. Handlcapped yodhgsfers with very poor soclal skills, even 1f they

are capable of handling the academic demands, are |lkely to experience _

faiture and peer rejection In a regular classreom. Finglly, social skills _ o

.assessment data should be used in develuplirg intervent ®ns designed to

improve social skills. These obJectlves and the assoclated training
programs should be seen'as a cruclal component of handlcapped youngsters!'
individual ized wducational programs (Greshan, 1985a).

\.

A variety of procedures have been developed fd\assess soclal skills

~(Gresham, 1985b). Some of these methods are quite &ld while others are

quite recent. Sociometric measures, using some sort\ of peer rating or peer
nomination technique, were developed many decades ag@, but have not been
vsed frequently 1n preplacement evaluations. The soclometric data provides
[nformation ¢n the youngsters who have either low soclal skills or are
regarded as less 'desirable by their peers. Other techniques for assessing

\ i
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soclal skllis Include teacher and parent ratings, as well as structured
observation scales. The relationshlp of different measures of soclal
skllls as well as the relatlonship with other more tradltlonal soclal and . \
cogrnltive measures ls largely unknown. Furthermore, certaln subscales on ’ -
adaptive hehavior inventorles, for. example, those having to do with peer
"relatlons, should be related to the results of more-direct measures of"
soclal skl|ls, such as peer ratings or nominatlons (Mercer, 1979),
Investigation o{ the convergent and discrimlnant valldity of various
measures of soclal. skills was a major purpose of. fhls project.

| o L . . :
. . . .
Tradltionali measures of cognitive competence, Intelllgence and ~-[-f
achlievement, were als¢ Included. In this Investigation. )The purpose in /

obtalning Information on these dImenslons was to examine the relationshlips
anong soclal and cognitive measures. The cognltive measures used In this
study were, by and large, very widely used assessment devlces. An enornous
amount of research has been published on: these various devices, Including
studles of special and regular education students and Invesiigations of
black and white students. These measures are generally regarded as havling
very good technlcal characterlisiics, particularly rellabllity, valldlty, and
. norms (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1981), Furthermore, these measures are
typically used In preplacement and reevaluation of handicapped students.

To date, there are few studles reporting comparisons of soclal and
cognitive conpefean. Such studies have not been conducted because many of
the social competence measures have been developed quite recently as well
es the substantial cbsf associated with obtalning comprehensive Mmformation
over soclal and cognltive competencles from relaflvely arge samples. A
major purpose In thls study was to obtalin such Informaf}QQ and to use these
data fo carry out multltralt-multimethod (MTMM) compar [ sons. These
comparlecns Involve efferte to determine whether or not Instruments clalmed
to be measures of the same attributes are more highly related than
Instruments using the same method to measure different attributes (Campbell
& Fiske, 1959). In the results section of thls study we reported speciflic
MNTMM comparlsons. At thls polnt, we emphasize that the ldeal outcome In
must MMM studles Is maxImum trait varlan®e, i.e., dlfferent methods of
measuring the same Yralt are highly correlated, and minimal- method
varlance, l.e., Instruments which use the same method to assess alfferent
traits have a very low correlation. In most Instances In the behavloral
sclences, however, the outcomes are not nearly so clear cut, Typlcally at
least some of the reletlcnship between various measures Is found to be
rmethod varlance, :
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A related purpose In this study, which alsc required extensive
Information on both cognltive and soclal competencies, was to Investigate
the convergent and discriminant valldity of these measures. -The questions
in this aspect of the Investigation Involved determining the degree of
agreement end disagreement among various instruments as well as the degree
to which instruments distingulsh between various student groups,
particularly regular versus speclal education placement. The question of
whether or not soclal competence measures add unique and valld information
to traditional measures was a central concern here.

i4
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METHODOL OGY.

The purpose of this study was to Investigate the multiirait-
~multimethod characTerIQTlcs and the convergent and discriminant validity
| attributes of a wide variety of medsures of soclial and cognitive
- competence. In this secflon the sampiing procedures, instruments -and data

analyses are described. Since our purpose was to examine the degree to
which these lInstruments; could be particularly useful in preplacement &nd
reevaluation of handicappéd students, we obtained samples.from regular and
special education populjations. Another purpose was to examine the effects
of these Instruments on the classlification and placement of minority

. students, a topic ‘that has been ircreasingly controversial over the last
decade. In order to examine questions having to do with bias In assessment
and bias in decision making, w2 obfalned samples from populafions of white
and black students. :

-~
-

‘ The two major stratification variables In sample selection were type
of educational program, regular or special, and race, black or white. In
) . addition to these characteristics, we restricted sample selection to
students within the age range of about 7 1/2 to 11 1/2 years. These age-
limitations were Imposed due to the lower and upper limits of the various
assessment devices selected for this investigation. Referrals to special
educatior progranming and Initial placement 'in special ‘education programs
for miluly handicapped students usually occur within this age range.<#le
~also attempted to choose approximately equal .numbers of males and females,
although this was particularly difficult with-the special education samples
which usually reflect overrepresentation of male students.

e

The regular edueaflon speclal educaflon/varlable was determined
according to school records. Students from/épecldl education programs were
selected only if the special education program was parttime and the student
spent the majority of the school day within a regular education classroom.
Thes e,pdrff4m9//beclal education students, usually placed in resource

. teaching programs, constitute by far the greatest proportion of the special

\\ : education population. All of the students In the white special education
sample were classified as learning disabled. All of them would also be
regarded as-fildly handicapped. All participants In the black special
education sample were also mildly handicapped, but with diverse
classifications including slcw learner, mlldly mental ly retarded and
learning disabled.
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The race varlable was determined by qchool records. Following common
procedures, e.g., Mercer (1979), students regarded as being black In school
records were included in the population from whom this sample was selected.
The regular and special education variable was applied in the same way with
the white and black samples. All of the white regular. education students
were selected from classrooms in-central lowa. The white special educat’ion
students were selected through cooperative agreements with school
psychologists from throughout the- State of lowa. . Explicit instructions
were provided to school psychologists concernlng selection criteria and
administration of various Instruments. “‘Similar procedures were used In
selection.of the black sample, all of which came from the Baton Rouge -area
cf Louislana. Primary responsibilities for carrying out the study with the
white sample were assumed by Reschly with considerable assistance from
graduate assistants, especially Graham=-Clay. Primary responsibility for
carrying out the Investigation with the black sample was assumed by

Gresham, again with considerable assistance from graduate asslsfanfs.

The central purpose of this study was to investigate
interrelationships among various measures of social and cognitive
competence. An enormous amount of data were obtained from different
methods of assessment and a wide variety of dimensions of behavior. All
Instruments were administered according to standardized procedures by
appropriatély trained personnel. In the case of the special education
samples, the results from any Instruments which had been adminlstered
appropriately within the last twelve months were accepted for the study.
The acceptance of recent data occurred only with the special education
samples, and then only with the standardized measures of intelligence and

.achievement., All of the data for the regular education sample and nearly

all of the dafa for the speclial educatlon sample were collected by
personnel hiréd and tralned by the project Investigators.

Cognitive competence. The following measures of cognitive competence
were applied In this investigation. The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children ~ Revised (WISC-R), was used as the measure of academic aptitude,
The Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT) was used as & sfandardlzed
measure of academic achievement. A brief. five Item rating scale was alsé
used as a measure of achievement, This rating scale was completed by .
teachers. The items in this rating scale had been used successfully in a
previous study (Reschiy, Grimes, & Ross-Reynolds, 1981), The five items
and the assocliated rating scale are provided in Table 2. :

- 1
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—..very hlgh performance and 1 indicd

~

I3

.Table 2

TEACHER RATING OF 9;ASSROOM PERFORMANCE

e

- Please respond as accurately as possible to all of ihe items below.

Please rate The_chlld's academic performance in the classroom
on the following items. Use the scale provided where 5 inaicates

dtes very low performance.

Compared to cther children in my classroom | would ‘esiimate the academic

performance of this child as being In the: L
Lowest ~ Lower 30%, but Middle Upper 30, but = Highest
10% not. lowest :10% 40% not highest 10% 10%
1 2 3 ' 4 5
In the area of reading, this child Is In what range in comparison to other e
children In your classroom?
 Lowest ~ Lower 30%, but ' Middle - Upper 30%, but Highest ? o
104 not lowest 10% 40% not highest 10% 106 - .
1 2 3 | 4 5

In ¥he ares of mathematics, this child is In what range in comparison to [*
other children in your classroom? '

Lowest ~ Lower 30%, but - Middle Upper 30%, but Highest
10% not lowest 10% 40% . not highest 10% 109
1 2 3 - 4 - 5

In terms of grade level expectations, \this child's skills In Lgagjng ar%:

\ ' !

Well below Slightly below AT‘gFade Slightly above wclliabove
grede level Cgrade level ‘level grade level gﬁaﬁf level
1 . 2 , 3 4 N5
in terms of grade level expectations, this child's’ skills In mathematics are:

Well below Stightly .below At grade Slightly ebove. W?/Iiabove
grede level grade level level grade level - griede level
1 4 ' 3 _ 4 5

16
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Soclal competence: Adaptive behavior. Two recently developed
measures of adaptive behavior were used !'n this study. The Children's
Adaptive Behavior Scale (CABS) (Richmond & Kickllghter, 1980) was used
because It was designed for use In preplacement and reevaluation of mildly
handicapped students and, It reflects a unique approach to measuring
adaptive behavior, l.,e., direct administration of Items to the child. The:
second measure of adaptive behavior used 'In the study was the Adaptive
Behavior Inventory for Children (ABIC)(Mercer, 1979). Thls .Instrument was
also designed for use with the mildly handicapped In preplacement and
reevaluation declisions. This Instrument uses the more common method of
assessling adaptive behavior through Interview with a third party who Is
famil lar with the child's behavior. ABIC.Interviews are to be conducted

with the "primary care taker" which nearly always was the child's mother.

K

.

-Social competence: Soclal skllls. Three dlfferent Indices of soclal
skills were obtalned for each child. Two versions of the Social Behavior
The standardized version

Assessment (SBA) (Stephans, 1978) were used.
which Involves a 134 Item behavior checklist was completed by the child's
5 A

regular classroom teacher, according to.the standardized procedures.
second version of the SBA, developed recently by Pamela Crouch at lowa
‘State Unlversity, was completed by the parent at the same time that the
ABIC was administered. ~The parent version of the SBA Involved modification
of each of the Items so that the behaviors-could be or were |ikely to be
observed by parents In the home setting, This revision cof the SBA has the
same four domains, but 29 rather than 30 subdomains, and 128 rather than

The deleted subdomaln (On Task Behavior) has six Items
The -third type of

- 134 1tems.
Two peer rating

reflecting behavior unique to the academic setting.
.soclal skills measure Involved the use of peer ratings.
scales which reflected the degree to which classroom peers |lked to "play

with" and "work with" the subjects were collected as an Index of overall

Previous work with these measures has shown adequate

peer acceptance.
In

rellabllity and valldity (Gresham, 1981c; Gresham & Nagle, 1980).
additlon to these two peer ratings, a structural peer assessment measure
was collected In order to ldentify specific behavioral correlates of peer
acceptance. The home version of the SBA and the sociometric Instruments

are presented In Appendices A-and B,
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section fhe resul ts of various analyses will be pres enfed.
Presentation of these results will proceed from descriptive ‘Information
concerning the sample, descriptive statistics and t-tests c¢n the various
measures of academic and soclial competence, discriminant function analyses
tsing various measures of academic and soclal -competence, and multitrait-
multimethod (MTMM) analyses of the measures of academic.and social
compefencé\\bGenerally, compar | sons” were restricted to regular versus
special -education students within each-of the samples. We did not nake
comparisons, nor present data, on white versus black students since the
samples of each were obtained from quite different geograph‘c reglons. Any
(omparlsons\of .white and black samples using these data must take Iinto

account the 'possibility that any observed ‘differences are due to regional
variations rétcer than race. .

N

\

 __ngLﬁph1£ Characteristics Qi Ihﬂ Samples -

As noted earlier all of the data on.white sfudenfs, both regular and
special education samples, were obtained In the State of lowa. The white
regular ‘education sample was selected randomly. from two school districts In -
central lowa. Both of these school districts were quite rural iIn
character, although the parents of -some students commuted to a nearby city.
We woulc regard the regular education white sample as being largely rural,
and perhaps,. to some degree, suburban In character. The white special
education sample was obtalned throughout  the State of "lowa. This sample
appears to be typical of students placed In programs for the mlldly
handicapped in the State of lowa.

The sallent characteristics of the lowa population are that it Is
largely rural In character with agriculture or agriculturaily related
Industries predominating In the economy. Most of the persons would be
expected therefore to reside in small towns or medlum size citles with very:
few residing In what would be regarded elsewhere as large urban areas.
Another characteristic of the lowa population Is that it is largely middle
class with a relatively low inclidence of extreme poveriy. These
characteristics are further substantliated by the soclo-culture data
presented In Table 4.

The black sample, both regular and special education, was obtained In
oxhool districts In and around Baton Rouge, Loulsiana. This sample was
langely urban in character and quite obviously restricted to the southern
region of the United States. The regular education and special education
stude Tq in the black sample were all drawn from the same school districts
\,

\'\
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and would therefore be expected to represent approxfmafely the same student

population. Varilous demognaphic characteristics of the sample are
~ presented In tables below. : -

The age mean for all four samples was very simllar, varying only from
about 109.9 to 111,9 months, | Both of the speclal education samples were\
consliderably more varteble on thé age characteristic. All of the samples |
were relatively evenly distributed among males and temales .except for the -
black special education sample which had a preponderance of males (see

Table 3).
~ Table 3
Age'and Sex Characteristics
White - White Black  Black
Yarlable/Sample regular special regular special
 Mean 111,96 / 109. 89 110,61 111,35 .
- Age In : :
. s.d. . : 11.67 17,88 - 8,10 15,78
Months ] ' -
Ranye 91-137 . 16-143 90-131 75-138
/ \ - , .
N ) ‘//
M 52 50 48 96 -
Sex : : :
\ Foe 48 50 - 60 43

The socliocultural characteristics of the semples, as Indicated by the
Soclocultural Measures of the System of Multiculturall Pluralistic A
Assessment (SOMPA) (Mercer, 1979), are provided In Table 4. As can be seen
from the means, standard deviations, and t-tests ‘for the four samples, the
regular edycation samples generally had higher soclocultural attributes. |
This trend was particularly noticeable cn the Socloeconomic Status Modal I'ty
and the Urban Acculturation Modality. The factors which probably were most
Important In reflecting differences among the samples were the Occupation
and Source of Income Factors, especially for black students, and the
Anglicization Factor for both samples.

Angliclzation Factor represents, among other things, the amount of formal
education completed by the perents of the child. The regular and special
education samples used In this Investigation did, quite clearly, vary on-
the traditional and most frequently used measures of SES, 1.e., the
parents' occupational status and formal education.

1y

) The occupatlon and source of Income
.data represent falrly standard measures of socioeconomic status> The
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Table 4 -
Soclocultural Characteristics
of the Samples According to

SOMPA Soclocultural Measures (SCM)

White ) - Black
Yarlable Sample _ Mean _s.d. tlp Mean - s.d, t/p
SCM Factors o I . _

Famlly Glze Regular ~ 5.83 1,75 -1.22/___ S 1.23 3.2 . =3.15/.01°
Parent-Child Regui ar 5.62 1.13 6/ . 5.5 1,73 117/
. Speclal 5.48 1,36 4,81 1.93
Mar 1tal Status Regular 10.44 3,41 2.50/.01 5.64 5,45 1.78/___

~ Speclal 8.96 - 4,81 4.10 5,21,
Occupation °  Regular 4.67 2,28 4.05/.0001 2.64 2,32  3.41/.001
Speclal 3.32° 2.41 1,50 1.62
Source of Income Regular 2.87 .44 3,92/.0001 2,05 1.28 1.80/___
! . Special 2,40 1,10 167 .1.33
Sense of Efflcacy Regular 5.64 <9 4.24/.0001 3,91 2,24 3.19/.01
Community - Regular ~  9.19. 3,15 3.47/.001 8.72 3.64 2.68/.01
Particlpation Special 7.59  3.33 . 7.15  3.60
Angl 1dizatlon Rogular  52.98  7.49  5.48/.0001  31.31_ 9,77  3.,51/.001
Special 46,67  8.72 25.73 10,02
‘Urbanizetion ©  Regular 2,35 1.22 -\.50/___ 3.92 1.68  1.22/__
' Specla! 2,44 1,43 3.51+ 2,54
SCM ; - : :
Family Sl|ze Regul ar 5.83 . 1.75 -1.22/___ .23 3.2 -3.22/.01
_ Special - 6.19 .40 © 9.7 454
Famlly StAucture Regular 16,08 3,77 2.64/.01 10,84 5.99 2.00/.05
Spec|al 14,38 5.17 " 8.94 5,86 -
. . ’ : /
SES Regular 7.54 2,40 - 4.53/,0001 4,69 3.38 2.69/.01
.Special 572 3,20 . 3.31 2,83
. ' _ I'
Urban 1 Regul ar 70.08  9.17 . ' 5,98/,0001- 47,30 12,71 3.96/.0001
Acculturation', Speclal 61.19 11,65 © 38.78. 14,42

\
P— —

Although data are not presented here, our results were compared wlth a
previous study of a randomly selected sample of students from the entire
_ / State of lowa In which the SOMPA Soclocultural Measures were used (Reschly,

'
i
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Grimes, & Ross-Reynolds, 1981), The white sample from this study as well
as the previcus study Just clted werc quite similar to +the Callfornia SOMPA
standardization sample (Mercer, 1979) except for the Urbanization Factor,
Not surprisingly, the lowa population Is significantiy more rural than the
. SOMPA standardlzation sample, which was drawn entirely from student '
populatlons In the State of California. /Similar kinds of comparisons were
carrled out with the means and standard/deviations for black students In
This sample, and the lowa semple of blacks from Reschly et al. (1981) and
the Callfornla SOMPA standardization sample. The black recular education -
sample randomly selected for this study (from Loulslana) was general ly
comparable to the Cal lfornia standardization sample except for the factor
scores -on Qccupation, Source.of. Income, and Angllicization. The Occupation
and Source of Income factors comprlse the Socloeconomic Status Modal ity of
The SOMPA Soclocultural Measures, &nd the Anglicization Factor Is probably
the most Important component of the Urban Acculturdtion Modallity. These
findings concerning socloculfuray characteristics of the Loulslana sample
suggest that both the regular and special education samples have |ower
socloeconomic status than other/ samples of black students of simllar age

- selected randomiy In Callfornla and lowa. Furthermore, the soc]oeconomic
status of the black speclal education students Is particularly iow, when
compared either to black reglilar education students In Loulsiana or to the
two other samples of black gtudents. o - :

: i

o/
/
/
/

The general conclusions we would draw from these findings are that our
samples of white students are quite sImllar to populations of white
students In lowa and Qéllforhla studled previously. The degree to which
Callfornla and jowa students are typical of the United States population of
white students |s arguable and largely unknown. -lowa students probably
perform signiflcantly above the national average on a variety of Indices of
acaden|c aptitude and school achlevement (Reschiy et al., 1981),°
However, the lowa population Is similar to the natlonal ‘population since
most lowa soclal and economlic Indices are near the medians for. the entire
United States. ‘ ' a :

We urge caution In applying specific characteristics of any of these
samples to other samples selected differently or located In other places.
- We do not belleve our means would necessarlly apply to other student _
groups. However, we bel leve the genera] relationships among regular and
speclal educatlon students within each of the raclal groups are probably
typical of the kind of relatlonshlps |ikely to be found with other samp | es
of regular and special education students. The major purpose of thls study
was, of course, tu Investigate the relationships among social and academic
competence measures. We belleve these samples are quite adequate to
explore those relationshlips, v
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. In this section we present Information on measures of soclal and

academlc competence.

For reasons noted earller, we do not provide

comparlscns of white and black students, focusing rather on comparisons
between regular and special education sTudenTs within each of.the raciel

samples.

Academic Competence Indices.

black samples,

DescrIptive statistics and t-tests
comperiny academic competence Indices among regular and speclal education
students are presented in Table 5 for the whlte samples and Table 6 for The

Table 5

- Academic Competence Indices:

Descrlptive Statistics and .t-tests for

the White Sampfes

i

White White
Yariable ~  Regular Education Special Education
_X___S.D.  Renga X S.0. Ranga t-tastl

ZHIS! —B ' . .
viQ 109,06 13,17 . 77-143 87,64 10,68 61-113 12.63
P1Q 111,35 12,84 84-143 90,13 12.39 ' 55-123 11,29
FSIQ 111.09 13,08 79-143 87.59 10.32 63-~109 14,11

PIAT | . |
Math - 103,47 n.n 74-135 88.47 10.85 69-135 9.37
R Rec 109,72 9.04 87~-135 90.67 " 8,79  72-110 15,07
R Comp . 111,38 9.51 91-135 91,53 9.06 65-122 14,52
Spel | 103,25 9,95 83-135 88.83 9,09 65-117 10,67
G| 105,87 3,95 80-135 92,85 8.77 .72-113 9,80
TOTAL 106,56 ° 9,12 84-134 87.14 8.11 69-109 15.79

41Rs _

_ Acad (1) 3.48 1.03 - 1-5 1,43 .67 1-4 16,62
Read (2) < 3,51 1.13 1-5 1.49 .68 1-4 15,27
Math (3) 3,42 1,07 1-5 1.69 .89 1-5 12,38
Read (4) 3,50 1.19 1-5 1,46 56 -3 15.46
Math (5) 3,36 .89 1=-5 1,77 .78 -4 13,36
TOTAL(6) 17.23 4,81 6-25 7.84 2.76 5-19 16.90

1. Al f-fesfs were statistically slgnlflcahf et the .0001 jevel or beyond.

2. Wechsler lnfelllgence Scale for Children -~ Revised (WISC-R) Verbal

Pertormance 1Q (PI1Q) and Full| Scale 1Q (FS 1Q),

3. Peabody Indlvidual Achlievement Test (PIAT),

Recognition (R REC),

Information (G 1) and Total.

Mathemat ics (Math),
Reading Comprehensicn (R Comp), Spelling (Speil),

19 (V1Q),

General

4, Teacher Rating Scales (TRS) |tem | Academics re peers, lfom 2 Readlng re peers,
Item 3 Math re peers, item 4 Reading re graded level, item 5 Mafh re grade level,
and ttem 6 Total.

N P
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It Is apparent that white mildly handicapped speclal education -
students are substantlally below white regular education students on all of
the measures of academlc competence. All t-tests were statlstically
=Ignlflcan1 at the .0001 level or beyond. A further Indication of the
magnltude of these differences Is provided by comparing the difference
between ihe means divided by the standard deviations. This somewhat
informal Index, useful In estimating the practical signlficance of ‘
~ dlfferences, Indlcates rather large differences which were aiways at least

one full standard deviation and some were as much as two full standard
deviations. For example, on Item one of the Teacher Rating Scale which
requires a comparlson of the youngster to the overall academic per formance
. of other students in the class, the mean of 3.48 for regular education
students was a full two standard devlations above the mean of 1.43 for.
speclal educetlon students. Clearly, a difference of this magnitude ,
demonsirates beyond all doubt that mildly handicapped students, even those
placed parttime In speclal education programs, are functioning far below
thelr peers In the regular classroom. Similar results were-obtained for
all of the other measures, indlcating beyond any doubt, that parttime
speclal education students are subsfanflally lower on measures of academic
aptitude and achlievement.

The level of performance reflected In the mean scores on the
standardlzed tests, The WISC-R and the PIAT, suggest that lowa regular
education students are performing significantly above the national
population averages. This result Is consistent with our previous research
on randomly selected samples of lowa students (Reschly, et. al., 1981),

The white speclal education students performed significantly below natlonal
Fepulation averages, and still farther below the average scores obtalned by

white students in lowa. These data would suggest that the tvpical parttime

speclal education student In lowa, most often classlfied as learning
disabled, performs substantially below the typical class &verage. Alfhough
most deflnitions and classiflication griteria In learning disabilities
suggest average or above average- performance on intel.lligence or acacdemic
aptitude, these students clearly: werE below average. Furthermore, In
comparison to the lowa population means, these students were substantially .
below average on Intelligence, by 1 1/2 to almost 2 standard devilations
below the mean.

~

.. Other recent research In fhe area of learning dlsablllfles and on *he
miidly handlcapped generally suggest that many students classifled as
learning disabled would perhaps be more accurately characterized as being
slow learners slnce they performed substantlally below average on both
measures of aptitude and achievement. Moreover, the mean or medlan 1Q of
students classifled as learning disabled throughout the United States has
been estimaied to be 90 or below. Finally, other recent studies (Shepard,
1983) Indicate that a falr number of slow learning students are classlified
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es learning disabled and are placed jn parttime speclal education programs. .
The results reported here for samples of white students would be consistent
with the conclusions of those of other studles. :

Academic competencles data for black students are prcvided in Table 6.

Table 6 .
Academic Competence Indices:
Descriptive Statistics and t-tests for

the Black Samples

Bl ack Black
Yariable } Regular Education _ Special Education
X ___ S0, _Range X S.D: Ranga t-testl
%Wisc-R. . WISC-R
VIQ 90.57 12,95  62-115 77.10  9.18 - 58-101 . . 7.59
PIQ 93.81 12,33  67-115 . 78.89  11.93 52-106 - 7.85
FSIQ 91,19 11,95  63-115 76,18  9.94 55-103  8.66
SpLAT ' Woodcock=Johnson ' '
Math . 94,70 10,38  69-116 M, 78.18  10.33  65-116 10.34
R Rec 96.92 13.22 . 65-116  R. 75.45  10.52 65-113 11.21
R Comp 95.06 13.09  65-120 - 14,52
Spel | 97.78  12.81  69-117 10.67
G I 91,01 11.88  65-116 | ) | 9,80
TOTAL 92.81 11,81  69-111 - / | 15.79
>IRS IBS
Acad (1) 3,08 1,17  1-5 . 1.97 .86  1-4 7.1
Read (2)  3.13  1.15  1-5 . 1.81 78 1-4 8.90
Math (3) 3,02  1.03 (-5 2.19// .93 15 5.39
Read (4)  2.86  1.03  {-5 .67/ . 72 1-a © 8.86
Math (5)  2.76 87 1-5 2.09 I3 1-4 5,30
TOTAL(6) * 14.83 .  4.85  5-25 9.7 315 5-18 1 8.33

1. All t-tests were statistically significant at the .0001 level or beyond.

2. Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Revised (WISC-R) Verbal iQ (viQ),
Performance 1Q (PIQ) and Full Scale [9 (FS 1Q}. :

3. Peabody Individual Achlevement Test kPIAT),_Mafhemaflcs (Mafh),'Readlng
Recognitlon (R REC), Reading Comprehension (R Comp), Spelling (Spell), Generasl
Information (G |) and Total. o \ :

i .

4. The Woodcock-Johnson Mathematics and Reading Cluster Scores were used for the

Black Speclal Education sample.

5. Teacher Rating Scales (TRS) item | Academics re peers; Item 2 Readlng re peers,

Item 3 Math re peers, |tem 4 Reading re graded level, ltem 5 Math re grade |evel,
and |tem 6 Total, '

24
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As can be seen In Table 6 black reyular educatlon students also performed
at a higher level on all Indlces of academlc compeience. The mean scores
on the standardized tests for black regular education students Indicated
they were performlng at about 2/3 of a standard deviation below the
national population mean. The pattern reported here Is simliar to results
reported by Kaufmaniand Doppelt (1976) for the WISC-R %Tandardlzaflon
sample. That study 'also reported a mean WISC-R IQ score for southern black
- children of 83.4, slightly more than one .standard deviation below the
natlonal population mean.  Thus, the results reported here are In the same
direction, but the differences are not as large. The size of the
¢lfferences between reqgular and speclal education students on various
~academlc Incdlces was generally In the range of 1 to 1 1/2 standard
devietlons, This Is, agaln, a substantial difference parallel to, buf not
as strong as the differences reported for white regular and speclal
education students. Although black speclal education students.did not °
perform as far belcw the levels obtalned by thelr regular education .
cohorts, all of the differences were statistically signiflicant and, In our
view, practically significant as well. Differences of this magnitude,
l.e., -1 to'l 1/2 standard deviatlions, are large differences In average
performance which also imply relaflvely IITTIe overlap of -the dlsfrlbuflons
of scores for these groups.

Compar lson of these results to results from other studies Involving
black mlldly handicapped students Is nearly Impossible because |ittle It
any prevlous research on this population has been published. We do note
the simllarity of bleck regular educatlon students to other results using
the same measures wlth black regular edycatlon. students, e.g., Mercer
(1979). Although black speclal education students. were not as far below
regul ar education students as white special education students ‘were below
whlte regular educatlion students, the degree of difference Is still
substantial and the dlfference Is even more dramatic -1f the performance of

. black speclal education students Is compared to population averages.
‘Generaily, black specle' educetion students were performing about 1 ¥/2 to
2 standard devietlons below national population means. Dlscrepancies of
this magnlfude are suggestlive of substantial difflculty In an academlc
se11lng.

Soclal Competence Indices. Information from a wide variety of soclal
competence Indlces for the samples of white students Is presented In Table
7. As can be seen In the last column on that table, all differences In
means between regular and speclal education students were statistically
signlflcant, p<.0001 for all but one comparison.. I+ should be noted that
. higher scores on the SBA Indlcate lower soclal skills. These results
suggest qulte clearly that mlldly handlcapped students do Indeed exhlblt
poorer soclal competence on a wide varlety of Indices. In this study at
least four sources of soclal competence Informaton were used for each
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Table 7
Soclal Competence Indlces:
Descriptive Sfpffsflcs and t-tests for
T~ ~ the White Samplos
‘ White - : } White
._Yarlable Reguiar Education ' Special Education 1/p
X s Ranga X . suda Ranga
'<oc lometr ] < , -
Work with +0.13  0.94 -2.22 to +1,79 © -0,94 0,93 . =2.70 to +1,70 7.76/.0001
Play with +0,14 0,99 -2,30 to +2.30 -0.7%. 1,00 - -2.71 to +1.79 5.95/.0001
. - AR L o

Envir 16.46  2.02 12 to 23. © 17,87 3.24 - 12 to 27 -3.66/,001
inPer " 65,92 7,01 55 to 88 716.52 14,22 55 to 116 . ~6.63/.0001
Selt 26,74 .- 3,51 -~ 23 to 40 31.37  5.59 - 23 to 48 - =6.96/.0001 -
Task - 41,49 4,18 37 to 55 51.24 9.74 37 to0.77 -9..13/.0001
Total 150.63 14.5% 130 to 206 177.00 30.42 131 to 258 ’ -7,76/.0001
ZsBA-Teacher ' . '
Envir 16.01 1.63 15 to0 22 17.74 3,63 12 to 31 -4,29/,0001
inPer 62,19 8.76 55 to 102 73.72 14,56 55 to 123 -6.71/.0001
Self 24,78 2,72 23 to 35 . 29,60 5.99 22 to 52 -7.23/.0001 -
| Task 49,02 6.7 43 to 76 62.53 13,05 43 to 107 -9,10/.0001
Total ‘ I5I.9Q 17.53 136 to 228 ' 183.69 33,21 136 to 308 . ~-8.41/.0001
SEBIC | | -

Fam 47.58 13,57 10 to 80. 39.25 15.41 10 to N . 4,05/,0001
Comm 48.84 15,23 11 to 89 3851 13.28 - 10 to 64 ~ 5.10/.0001
Peer-R 53.47 12,89 12 t0 78 © 41,91 16,07 10 to T 5.59/.0001
NonAcad 48.68 12,72 10 to 74 38.73” 13,30 10 to 62 5.39/.0001
E/C 50,93 13,90 10 to 82 42,65 14,77 10t0 73 - . 4,07/.0001
Self-M 52,33 12,29 23 to 80 40.73 15.87 10 to 72 * 5.76/.0001
Average 50.39 11,48 21 t0 75 - 40.36 13,00 12 to 63 5.77/.0001
‘cans " | »

Lang 39.02 1,26 34 to 40 35,95 4,83 18 to 40 "~ 6.13/.0001
indep 37.66 1,86 30 to 40 32.50 . 5.47 11 to 40 - 8.71/.0001
Fam 36.70 1.89 30 to 40 32,51 5.47 10 to 40 7.20/,0001
E/Y 35.36 2,60 27 Yo 40 30.02 6.64 5 to 40 7.46/.0001
Soc 36.92 2.33 26 to 40 33.46 5.50 13 to 40 5.76/.0001
Total 185.66 6,74 161 to 196 163.47 26.53 60 to 198 8.07/,0001

I, Soclometrics Structured Peer Assessment = SPA,

2. Soclal Behavlior Assessment (SBA); Environment (Envir); Interpersonal (inper).

3. Adaptive Behavior inventory for Children (ABIC); Femily (Fam); Community (Comm);
Non-Academic Schoo! (Non-Acad); Peer Relations (Peer~R); Earner/Consumer- (E/C);
and. Sel f-Maintenance (Self-M). } :

4, Chlilidren's adaptive Behavior Scale (CABS); Language Devolopment (Lang);
Independent Functioning (indep); Family (Fam); Economic/Vocational (E/V);
Soclallzation (Soc),

ERIC | - | 2b




student: peers, parents, teachers, and the chlld him or her sel f. The
lower soclal competence of mildly handicapped students appears to be a
felrly pervasive attirlbute, present In several settings and conslstent
across several -observers or Judges. Clearly, the problems of mildly
handicapped students are not restricted to academlc competence, but also
Include soclal competence. These flndings are wholly consistent with the
social competence characteristics of malnstreamed miidly handlcapped
chllidren reported and discussed In major reviews on this Issue (see
Sresham, 1981a, 1983, 1985c). This particular result has Important

Impl lcatlons for the use of soclal competence Information as part of the
preplacement, reevaluation, and IEP development with mlidiy handlcapped
students. - ‘ :

The differences on the varlous social competence Irdices for the white
samples were generally In the range of 1/2 to 1 standard devlation.
DIifferences of this magnitude quite easlly und conslistently meet the
criterion of statistical slgnificance. However, the practical signlficance
of scme of these differences Is subject to speculation. There was at |east
one Instance of a difference, although statistically signiflcant, but not
practically significant. Thils occurred with the Environmental subscale on
the SBA Parent and cn the SBA Teacher. The differences among whlite: regular
and speclal education students on the Environmental subscale were too
small to support any Inference of practical import.

The dlfferences on the academlic competence measures for the white
samples were generally larger, usually ranging from 1 to as much as 2
standard devietions. Based only on Inspection of the size of the
differences, |t would appear |lkely that the academlc competence measures
are better discrimlnators of group membership, i.e., placement In program
for handlcapped versus regular education. Subsequent analyses will be
presented |later which do Indeed suggest that this Is the case.

, Some difficulties wlth the Instruments used here are also apparent
from Inspection of the data In Tables 7 & 8. The Chlldren's Adaptive
Behavior Scale (CABS) does not have sufficlent cellling to be used with
students of the ages included In this study. The students In thls study
were within the age Iimits for which the CABS Is recommended by the
authors. However, for older students, particularly students of age 10 or
11, the CABS does not have sufficlent celllng:to provide a good measure of
adaptlve behavior. These celling problems were not qulite ‘as apparent wlth
the special educetion sample. Furthermore, the Environmental subscale on
the SBA, bouth verslons, dld not appear to be a particularly good
discrimlnator for white regular and speclal educatlon students.

Ve
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Table 8
Soclal CompefenceAlndlces:
De§crlpflv9 Statistics ahd f-fesfs for
the Black Samples

Black ' ‘L Black

Yarlabie Regular Education __ - /' Speclal Fducation 1/p
;X suda Bange X Safla Ranga
1 .
Soclometrics ‘
Work with -0,03 1.02 -2.45 fo *i.82 -0.42 0.54  ~1,69 to +0.71  3,13/.01
Play with -0.02 0.97 =~2.19 fo +1.75  ~0.42 0.47  ~1,51 1o +0.50  2,65/.01
SPA 0.00 0.95 =-2.23 to +2,00 -~0.40 '0.73  ~2.57 fo +0.98  2.83/.01
’sBA-parent | o : A
Envir - 16.83  1.98 ~ 15 to 24 17,67 3,49 12 to 26 ~1.40/NS
InPer 69.23 10.16 55 to0 97  © 72,85 11.94 57 to 104 ~1.58/NS
Selt 26,98 3.43 23 to 39 . 30.40 5.48 21 1o 44 - ~3,52/.001
Task 44,63 5.79 /37 to 59 . 48,20 7.30 37 to 60 ~2,59/.05
Total - 158,40 18.70 131 to 218 - 168.84 22,47 133 to 215 ~2.40/.05
?spA-Teacher -
Envir 17,77  4.38 15 to 41 19,98 6.48 10 34 . =2.43/.05
InPer- 66.79 13.88 55 to 121 ©79.86 20.65 . * +t¢ 128 / .=3,81/.001
: Selt 27.61 6.86 . 22 to 56 31.39 - 7.19 22 ;.45 / =3,39/.001
Task 55,42 14.90.. 40 to 102 63.94 16,46 43 to 97 ~3,39/.001
Total 169.58 36.90 36 to 306 195,56 48.57 136 to 281  ° -3,67/.001
BABlQ _ .
Fam . 46.03 10.68 . 23 to 85 24,55 18.19 10 to 67 '6.88/.0001
Comm 36,51 12.37 ‘0 to 86 25.64- 15,91 10 10 55 3,72/.0001
Peer 51.51 9.87 27 to 79 29.14 18,15 10 to 62 7.28/.0001
NonAcad 46.08 12.40 13 to 64 27.00 17.70 10 to 70 . 6.04/.0001
E/C 46,11 10.85 21 to 76 28.43 16,98 . 10 to 58 \ 5.96/.0001
Selt 48.77 11.28 19 to 88 26.62 17.76 ° 10 to 57 ' 7.15/.0001
Average  45.89 1 10.04 19 fo 81 26.98 16.72 10 to 61, 6.56/.0001
‘cans
Lang 37,09 1.66 32 to 40 34,51 4,47 22 to 40 4.31/.0001
Indep 34,22 4,30 20 to 40 31,70 4.66 .. 17 to 40 3.17/.01
Fam 34,03 2.89 27 to 39 32,45 3.80 20 to 39 3.46/.001
E/V : 33,63 3.65 23 to 39 . 31,35  3.76 20 to 39 3.46/.001
Soc | 35.70 2.81 29 to 40 33,01 3,58 21 to 38 ~4,70/.0001
Total 174,20 11.91 138 to 190 162.06 17.79 114 to 191 4.51/.0001

1, - Soclometrics Structured Peer Assessment = SPA.

2. Soclal Behavior Assessment (SBA); Environment (Envir); Interpersonal (inper).

3. Adeptive Benavior Inventory for Chlidren (ABIC); Femlly (Fam); Community (Comm);
Non-Academ|c'School (Nen=Acad); Peer Relations (Peer~R); Earner/Consumer (E/C);
and Sel f-Malntenance (Self-M). -

Y

4. Chlldren's Adaptive Behavior Scale (CABS); Leanguage Development (Lang);

Independent Functioning (Indep); Famly (Fam); Economic/Vocatlonal (E?V);
Soclallzation (Soc}. ' ' :

2N




26

-Descriptive statistics and t-tests for the varlious soclal competence
Indices for tre black samples are presented in Table 8. Agaln, a clear
.general trend toward lower social competence among special education
students [s apparent. However, In contrast to the results reported for
white students, the size of the differences on the various soclal
compatence measures for black students were not as large, nor were all of
them statistically significant. The two comparisons which were not
statisticaily significant, the Environmental and Interpersonal subscales of
the Parent form of the SBA, suggest that, at least In view of parents,

tlack speclal educaflon students do not have poore: social skills In these
domal ns.

The general pattern was for the means .to differ by about 1/2 standard
deviation ¢n the varlous Indices of soclal competence. The one clear
exception to this general pattern occurred with the various ABIC Subscales
and Average scores. Here the differences between biack regular and special

~ education students were more—in. the range of 1 to 1 1/2 standard
deviations. These rather large differences on the ABIC are Inconsistent
with previous |lterature suggesting that black speclal education students
usual ly obtain higher ABIC scores, often within or approaching the normal
range (Reschly, 1981). For this sample, the average ABIC score of about 27
was falrly close to the level, usually a score of about 20, that Mercer
'suggests as the critericn for falling >n the adaptive behavior domaln.- The
very low scores on the ABIC for the black speclal education students are
further puzzling because the other measure of soclal competence obtalned
through Interviewing parents, -the Parent form of the SBA, ylelded \
relatively small differences among regular and special education students.
it would appear- from these' data that the ABIC may be a rather accurafe
predictor of educational placemenf for black students.

1

Summary. Perhaps thelclearest result In this entire section Is that
regular education students obtalred signliflicantly more positive scores than
speclal education students cn a varlety of academic and soclal competence
indices. This general conclusion Is clear cut and consistent across a wide

~variety of soclal and academlc competence measures. The differences,
though, varied depending on general domalin of behavior. Speclal education
students generally scored lower on the academic competence measures. This
trend was apparent with both white and black sfudenfs but perhaps stronger
wiih the latter group.

. -2y
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Discriminant function analyses were examined to determine the accuracy
with which the different classes of measures -correctly classified regular
and special education students. A measure with good discriminant

- properties would correctly classity regular education: students as such and

would make few errors such as classnfylng a speclal education student as a
regular education studént or vice versa. 'The discriminant function
analyses were conducted separately for the whlite and black samples and for
the academic and soclial competence measures.

.

Academic ___Tﬂiﬁnﬁﬁ MgaauceﬁL The Discriminant Function Analyses

based on the academic competence measures Indicated a very high rate of
correct classification for various combinations. As can be seen from
inspecting Table 9, the discriminant function analysés ‘indicated that the -
academic competence measures were somewhail more accurate for white than for
biack students, as well as somewhat more accurate fc:' special than for.-
regular education.students. For speclal education white studenis, the
teacher rating scale as well as various combinations of other agadem'r
competence measures correctly classified these students at the rate of 95%
or above. Use of academlc competence measures in the dlscrlmlnanf/funcflon
analyses for regular educatlion students led to correct classlfncaflon in
the range of about 85%to 90%. ' :

1

A

The same general trends were apparent with the: black sample, but the
rates of correct classlification were about 5% to 10§ lower, Again, speclal
education students were more |lkely to be correctly classified than regular
educaflon students. Correct classification of special education students

using various combinations of .academic competence measures were general ly -
in the range of about 85% to 90%., For regular education students,-the rate
of correct classification was in the range of about 70tto 80%.

The academic competence measures applied In this study quite clearly
hac considerable accuracy in classifying students who were placed by thelr
cchools In regular or special education settings. Since the academic
competence measures are typically part of the classification criteria for
these placement declsions, It Is not surprising that these relatively hlgh
rates of correct classification were found. These findings are certainly -
not new, nor surprising. They do, however, lend some further support to
the notion that these samples were typical of regular and special education
students. However, the discriminant function analyses that are reported In
the next section were of primary interest In this Investigation,

o)
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Tabie 9
~ Discriminant Functlon Analyses Using

Academic Competence Measures

Correctiy incorrectiy
Classiflied . o Classifled
Reguiar Spec la ' Regular Speclal
Measures - ' Educ. Educ. Edup. Educ,
WISC-R VIQ & PIQ . L . '
PIAT 5 Subtests. . 89% . 96% : 1% 4%
TRS 5 [tems -
X ¥ISC-R FS 1Q. 80% 86s ' 208 12%
PIAT-Totel - 658 86% . 15% Y]
TRS~Total 84% 95% 16% 5%
WISC-R FS=1Q - . o
. " PIAT-Total 87% 97% - 138 3%
;—TRS-TofaI
| Black Semple \
WISC-R VIQ & PIQ o .
Woodcock-Johnson R & M 79% , e7% - 21% Co13%
~ TRS 5 items i ’ . Co ' : .
' WISC-R FS 1Q SR 7 S 1 _ 25% 225
W-J Total 79% 858 a8 158
TRS-Total 6% o8 o 195
s WiSC-R FS 1Q
W-J-Total ' 9% 87% _ 218 138
TRS-Tatal : )

. Soclal Competence Measures. Soclal competence measures were the
primary interest In this Investigation. One of the major questions
Investlgated here was the degree to which soclal competence measures would
alfferentiate among regular and speclal education students. The results
reported in Table 10 indicate that soclal competence measures do |ndeed
cliscriminate successfully among speclal and regular educatlion students.

' Moreover, the rate of correct classiflication was consliderably higher
than what might be expected glven the facts that: 1) the soclal competence
measures are not nearly as well standardized nor as technically adequate as
the academlc competence measures, and 2) the classiflcation criteria for

1
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Table 10

- " [Mscriminant Function Analyses with Soclal Competence Measures

White Sample
Correctly : Incorrectly
Classified Classifled
: Regu | ar Speclal Regular Speclal
Measures _ Educ. . Educ, ' Educ; ) Educ.

PSBA 4 domalns: A

TSBA 4 domalns i

SOU-Play With -§3% 83% : 7% 17%
ABIC 6 domalns ' .

CABS 5 domalins -

PSBA Total ‘ \ézs o o59% A 18% 413
SOC-Play With 708 67% 308 o3
1SBA Total 825 678 e 338
ABIC Total | 665 608 345 408’
CABS Total 928 55% S ey 453

. Black Sample ‘

PSBA 4 domalins
" TSBA 4 domalns .
SOC-Play With . . 100% . 100% . 0% 0%
ABIC 6 domalns . :
CABS 5 domains

PSBA Total =~ 66% L 58% 343 42%
SOC-Flay With 594 S 8% 41% 43%

© TSBA Total 08 498 308’ TR
ABIC Totel =, - 89% 695 . ns 31%
CABS Total - B . vog o T o an

.-
Al e e ——

KEY: PSBA = Parent Soclal Behavlor Assessment; TSBA ;.Teacﬂer Soclal
Behavlor Assessment; Soc-Play = Soctometric Play With; ABIC = Adaptive
Behavior .Inventory for Chlidren; CABS = Childrens Adaptive Behavlor Scale.

)
Y

mildly handicapped students, particularly those classitled as learning -
disabled, slow learner, or mlldly retarded, generally do not place very
much "emphasis on soclal competence criteria., Thus, there was |ittie I|f any
contamination between the criteria used to place these students and the
measures being applied In this Investigation,

$

In the white regular eddcaflon_sample, the best soclal cbmpefance
clscriminators of educational placement were the comblination of all
measures fogether, followed by CABS Total, and then the Soclal Behavior
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‘Assessment Totals., In the whilte special educatlon sample, the best
discriminator was egain the combinatlon of all measures, followed by the
Play With Sociometric and the TSBA. The soclometric, PlayWith scale, and
the ABIC Total were substantially less successful than the other soclal
competence measures in discrimlnating among regular and special education
white students, |t should be noted though, that both of these scales still|
.correctly classified students at a level of 66% or above. In contrast to
the trend with the academic competence measures, the soclal competence
measures were more accurate In classlfyling regular than speclial educatlon
students. The rate of correct classification for regular education
students varied from about 66% to 93%, and from a low of 55% to a high of
83% for speclal education students. For white special education students,
~ three of the measures of soclal competence had correct classification rates
of 60% or less. :

. The social competence measures for black students varled considerably
depending upon whether & combination of all of the measures was used or
total scores for single measures. The combinatlion involving -all of the -
domain or subtest scores on the various soclal competence measures achleved
perfect accuracy in classlfying black students as regular or special
.education. This comblnatlon, based on an afray of 20 scores, resulted In
 what we regarded as a phenomenai. degree of accuracy. However, the total
scores for these measures, general ly arithmetic averages of the domains
involved /in the combinaticon of scores cited In the previous sentence, were
general |y cons|derably less accurate. For example, the Parent Social
Behavlor -Assessment Tota! correctly classlfled 66%and 58%, a hit rate that
s ccnsiderably less than perfect. In a trend similar to that just
reported for white students, the social competence measures were:more
efticient In correctly classifying regular than special education black
- students. In most Instances, the correct classiflicatlon rate was better by
10% or more for regular educatlon students. One of the largest differences
was observed with the ABIC Total where 89% of the regular educat!lon
students were correctly classified, but only 69% of the speclal educatlion
black students were correctly classlifled. However, the ABIC Total was the
best single discrimlnator among black regular and special education
students. : '

The social competence measures clearly were relatively accurate
discriminators of educaticnal placement for black students. Thls was
particularly true of the grand combination of all of the measures.
“However’, this grand comtlnation is not |lkely to be used In the way
suggested by these results because of the necessity of keeping In-mind a
© specific cutoff score for 20 measures. Simultaneous conslderation of an
individual's scores on all 20 measures |Is well beyond the Intéllectual
copabilities of these Investigators and, we suspect, persons serving on
muliidisclplinary teams. The niore reallistic application of these mensures,

N
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.

using fotal wr .average scores, |s not as accurate as the academlc
competence measures |n separating groups of students. However, the soclal
competence measures correctly classifled these students at levels
slgnificantly above chance. s

-

Multitralt-Muitimethod

The next set of analyses used the multitralt-multimethod (MTMM)
procedures described by Campbel| and Fiske (1959). These procedures
~Invoived examining correlational data ameng different combinations of
measures, some of which Involve the same tralts but different methods of
- measurement while others Involved different tralts but the same methods.

The general purpose of this analyslis .Is to separate tralt from method
‘varlance,. ' ' !

Soclal Competence Measures. Correlation matrices reflecting
relationshlps of ARIC scales to other soclal competence measures are
-presented in Tables 11 and 12 for white and black students, respectively.

As can be seen from Inspecting these tables, tha correlations among the

social competence meoasures varled from about 0 to .4, with fhe medlan beling
“In the range of about .20 to .25. _These correlations suggest relatively
weak relationshlips regardless of. the nature of method versus trait ST
“varlance. Several examples of method versus tralt varlance can_be _ -
Identifled In this table. For example, the ABIC Peer Relations Scale and —
~ the Parent SBA and Teacher SBA Interpersonal domain would appear to be '
measuring similar attributes. All three measures yse the technique of
third party respondent, but the ABIC and the Parent SBA are administered to
the parent whereas the teacher, of course, Is the respondent fcr the
Teacher SBA. ' The 'correlatlon between the Parent SBA and the ABIC peer
wculd presumably. reflect some degree of method varlance. In contrast, the
difference In the correlation among the ABIC and the Teacher SBA versus the
ABIC and the Parent SBA would reveal the degree to which there Is trait
rather than method varlance. As can be seen by Inspecting these- L
. correlations, most of the varlance would be regarded as method, not tralt.

] 5o

. Convergent Yalidity. In the standard MTMM analysis, three-sets of
correlatlons are examined. Evidence for convergent valldity Is provided by
the correlations of dlfferent measures of the same tralt when different
measurement methods are used. - These are called the homofralf-heferomefhod
correlations. 'The homotrait-heteromethod correlations for the soclal
competence measures are presented In Table 13, On the basls of Judgment
uslrg the tralt name as well &s Item content, declslons were made
concerning whether or not subtests from different measures were measur Ing

the same tralt. For example, we decided that the CABS Soclallzation Scale
' ' . \
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‘ “ Table 11

Correlations of ABIC Scales and Other Soclal Competence Measures
for White Regular Educsticn Students

ABIC FAM Comm’ Peer Non- Selft
Acad.  E/C ‘Main AVE
Sch.
PSBA C '
. E 25 © .23 .25 N7 .32 34 .30
| 30 35 .42 28 W27 .37 .39
+ SR .26 33 .28 .28 .15 .36 .32
TR .32 .28 3 .28 .25 .43 .36
TOT .34 .36 39 .31 .28 43 4
TSBA : .
E 21 .12 .09 .18 1N .23 A8
| 17 .14 .10 .20 .08 A7 .16
SR A3 .14 A3 .22° " .06 .23 .18
TR 22 .20 .14 ]| .06 .29 .24
TO7 21 .18 A3 .27 . .08 25 .22
SOC M
P N2 A7 .18 .20 .01 L .16
. .10 W18 .28 .2 .04 A5 .08
} SPR .03 .07 A3 .14 .02 .07 .08
?um ’ :
11 07 .07 .18 A2 .06 A3 .12
iF 14 A5 A7, .20 .18 21 21
F 19 .20 .18 .14 17 W15 .21
£V .27 .31 .22 .32 39 .38 37
soC 19 .18 .25 .20 M .19 .22
TOT 28 29 3 3 .29 .33 .36
- E ¢ Environmental LD = Language Development
PSBA 1 = Interpersonsl IF = Independent Functioning
TSBA "SR = Self-Related F = Famlly . CABS
TR = ‘Task-Related _EV = Economic-Yocatlonal
- SOC = Soclalization
9('"’ P = Play With
o SOC M W = Work With

and the ABIC Peer Relations scale were measuring the same trait.
Furthermore, we determined that four different methods of measurement were
refiected In the array of measures used in this Investigation.

“nethods were:

Assessment

" SPR= Structured Peer

These four
1) Use of parent as the respondent as used in the Parent SBA
and the ABIC, 2) Use of the teacher as respondenf as In the standard form
of the SBA, 3) Direct assessment -of the child/as .in the CABS, and 4) Use of

peers to precvide Infoﬁmaflon on soclal competence as In the classroom

«oclcwefrlcs

/
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zero suggesting no relationship at al
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Tabie 12
Correintions of ABIC Scales and Other Soclal Competence Measure
: for Black Regular Educatlion Students ' ‘
ABIC FAM Comm Peer Non- .’ ' Self
| . Acad. E/C Meln | AVE
Sch. ’ /' ) '
PSBA : : /
€ .31 .29 42 .33 24 .30 35
| . .16 W12 .25 o1 .16 J15 A7
SR ’ o" o" . 023 N .'2 .‘3 /'8 ' .'8 ,
TR 16 .18 .21 .18 _ 13 s 26 CW21
- TOT .20 .18 32 .20 W7 .22 .24
TSBA : : : ,
E 026 028 027 o" 109 .'"-15 023
I ‘ «05 .06 .01 .02 .03 ;.07 .01
SR o'7 o'7 ' - o'7 .oa ’ .0( /," ".'2 o'5
TR W15 12 W13 .04 02 /1,03 .09
" TOT - A N T | 12 .04 00 .03 .09
SOC M . -
P .00 -,01 07 .03 .01/ w12 . .04
W, -1 =09 .09 .00 -0 .10 -.01
SPR , .10 R JA2 0 13 07 .34 .16
CABS S 4 e
LD N2 .02 .20 .00 05 C.07 .09
IF .18 .20 .28 27 . A7 .27 .26
F 4 .29 .49 .25 23 TL16 +26 .27
£V . , 02 .09 14 . 10 08 .07 .09
. S0C 03 .16 .36 .20 1,00 ° 03 .15
TOT A8 - 24 32 « 26 16 .18 25
E = Environmenial LD = Language Development .
PSBA ' I = Interperscnal . IF =-Indépendent Functioning
TSBA ' SR = Seif-Related - . F = Famlly ‘CABS
' : TR = Tosk~Related . EV = Economic-Yocatlonal
: SOC = Soclallzation
P = Play With
SOC M ¥ = Work With . ,
: SPR= Structured Poer ‘

Assessment /

The correlations presented In Table 13 reflect homotralt-heteromethod
palrs, As can be seen from Inspection of Table 13, none of the
correlations are—particularly large and many are not significantly
dlfferent from zero. The highest correlation for any of the comblinations
occurred wlth white students on the CABS Economical/Vocational end ABIC

' Earner/Consumer Subtests. However, the correlation for that particular

palr of subtests for black students was not significantly different from
I. Thus, this particular relationship

!
i
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Table 13
Homotralt-Heturomethod Correlations
of Social Competence Messures

For Hon-Hondl|capped Students

" White B1ack

CABS - SOC X ABIC - PEER e .360%
CABS - SOC X TSBA = .INTER - IRY -.10
CABS- = SUC X PSBA - INTER ‘ .08 -.19
FBIC - PEER X TSUA = INTER =10 ‘ -.01
CABS = SUC X SOC M - PLAY ‘.17 \, .01
CABS = SOC X SOC M = HORK N B .19 )
| ABIC - PEER X SOC M = PLAY 8 .07
ABIC - PEER X SOC M = WORK 2840 .09
TSBA ~ INTER X SUC M ~ PLAY -. 20 B 3.0
TSBA-= INTER X SOC M - WORK , -.21% -, 3048
PSBA - INTER X SOC M - PLAY B -.06
PSDA - INTER X SORM - WORK : R T LU T
CABS - ECON/VOG X ABIC, = EARN/CON - .3gunn .08
CABS - INDEP X ABIC = SELF MAJN 218 L2
CABS = FAM X ABIC - FAM | ' 9 . 29
*p .05 4 .
"o 01 . . /
" ,000

was not stable.across groups. Other, though less dramatic, discrepancies
among black and white students occurred. Tre correlations which did meet
the criterion of statistical significanoce do support the Inference that o
there was some tralt varilance-independent of method variance. However, the
amount ¢f tralt varlance was rather small,

Discriminant Yalldity. In the MTMM discriminant validity Is

indiceted by the difference.between the homotralt-heteromethod correlations




/
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and the heterotrait~heteromethod correlations. If the correlations
presented in Table 13 are significantly larger than correlations of palrs

©of subtests reflecting different traits and different methods, evidence for

discriminant valldity is established. We then examined the correlations
involving the other palrs of subtests, a total of 128 correlations for each
of the groups, black and white. The range of these correlations was about
zero to .4 with a median of approximately .2. |f thls mecdian value Is
applléﬁ to the various correlations presented in Table 13, il.e., .2 Is
subtracted from each of those correiations, it soon becomes apparent that
relatively |ittle discriminant valldlfy exlsfs with these measures of
social competence. :

\:

Method Yariance. The method of measurement variance in a MTMM
analysis Is Indicated by the correlations among measures of different
tralts using the same methods. Correlations among ABIC subtests and.Parent
SBA subscales, e.g. ABIC Peer Relations with Parent SBA Task Related, would
reflect the relationship among different traits using the same method of
measurement. For white students, these correlations varied from -.15.10 =

.43 with a medlan of .28, For black students the same set of 24
correlations varied from -.11 to -.24 with a median of .18. Comparison of
the magnitude of these two correlations with the other correlations
reported In Table 13 suggests, quite strongly, that method variance is at
least part of the relationship among the dlfferenf measures of social
competence. :

.

Another way to examine method variance Is to consider the
intercorrelations among the subscales on each ¢f the Instruments, For the
Parent SBA these correlations varied from .51 10 .75 with a median of .60,
The subscales on the Teacher SBA varied from .56 to .75 with a median of
median of .69. On the CABS these correlations varied from .04 fo .49 with

- a median‘of ..26. Flinally, for the soclometrics, the Play With - Work With

correlafion was .85. Again, these data suggest rather substantial degrees
of method variance. The instrument with the least amount of this type of
method variance, the CABS, yielded considerably lower subtest correlations
with the median of only .26. This Is a desirable outcome from the point of
view of MTMM analysis. Unfortunately, this oufcome may have been due to the
CABS celling effects mentioned earller. These celling effects were most
pronounced with white regular education students. '

For black students, the correlations of subtests cn the same scale
revealed similar patterns. On the Parent SBA, the correlations varied from
.57 to .80 with a median of .58. On the Teacher SBA, the.correlations
varied from .72 to .84 with a medlen of .80, On the ABIC these
correlations varled from .60 to .88 with a median of .74, The correlaflon
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_between the sociometrics, Play With and Work With, was .74 for black

students. - Finally, the correlations among the CABS subtests were .21 to

.65 with a median of .43. Again, the lowest correlations among varlous
subtests on any glven scale were found for the CABS. As noted above for.
white students, this may have been due to ceiling effects.

Summary. In this section various MTMM analyses were reported. These
analyses were applied only to the soclal competence measures. Based on
these results it 1s quite apparent that the soclal competence measures do
not have a high degree of trait varlance, independent of method variance.
Measures which apparently assess the same tralt, as Judged by Item content
and éubscale name, had relatively low correlations for both samples. These
results, however, may be viewed differently when Interpreted from a

_bghaxiggal assessment rather than a purely psychometric. perspective. The

major assumption in behavioral -assessment (see Nelson & Hayes, 1979) s the
notion that behavior is situatiof specific. In other words, one does not
assume or'! necessarily expect behavior in one situation (e.g., school) to be
the same In other situations (e.g., home and. community settings). Tbe
relatively low agreement between teacher, parent, and peer social
competence measures may simply be reflecting aciual behavioral differences.
as a function of diverse settings or situations rather than psychometric
Inadequacies of the social competence instruments. In turn, the low degree
of trait variance (i.e., high correlations between different tralts
measured by the same method) may be reflecting similar behavioral
functioning in the same situation or setting rather than invalidity.
Nonetheless, these results suggest that a considerable -amount of work needs
to be devoted to instrument development in this area, and thail results from
existing measures should be interpreted cautlously.

Additional Studies

Several additional sfudlés have been éomplefed and a number of further
analyses are underway or are planned  (see reference notes).  These analyses
will go beyond the research questions established in the origlinal proposal
and discussed in this report. Therefore, these studies will not be

described in detall here. The short summaries provided are intended to
Inform interested readers of the existence of the studies. More

.informaticn.can be obtained by contacting any of the authors of this

report.

1

Factor Analysis. Susan Graham-Clay (Note 1) conducted a facton
analytical Investigation of three of the major instruments in this study,
the ABIC, the CABS, and the WISC-R. This study revealed low bu¥
significant correlations between the CABS and the WISC-R sceles, but

39
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\
virtual Independence
factor analytic resul
io the content of the
are largely Independent,\ suggesting that each could contribute unique
information to classification/placement decisions. Subsequent’
investigations need to be\conducted to determine the validity of these
Instruments, particularly for 1he newer instruments attempting to assess
adaptive behavior. Criterlon related validity studies for the CABS and the
ABIC are needed before we conclude that the instruments are useful as wel |
as unique. This study also showed quite clearly that just because twc
instruments- have the same name, .e.¢., ABIC and CABS, the underlyling
constructs that are measured are not necessarlly the same. This result can
agaln be Interpreted as reflecting the substantlal method variance -that

-

f the ABIC subscales and fthe WISC-R |.Q.s, The'
suggested three factors which pretty much conformed

S

apparently exists with soclal competence measures.

8

Jeacher vs. Parent Social Skills Ratings. James Lorenz (Note 2)
compared the soclal skills ratings by parents and teachers using the
standard form of the SBA and the experimental form of the- SBA adapted for
parents. This investigation ylelded a number of very interesting results.

First, the parent version was highly rellable. The conient validity of

this adaptation also was supported by results Indicating very few "zero"
scores which result when the parent has |1ttle or no opportunity to observe
the behavior. In fact, more zero ratings were obtalined from classroom .
teachers, the -group. for whom the original SBA was designed. These results
would strongly suggest that the Parent SBA ‘has conslderable potential. ~The

'second Interesting finding was the fact that parent ratings of soclal

skills were somewhat lower than teacher ratings of social skills. In
contrast to other studies, which usually report higher ratings by parents
than teachers, the usual differential between parents and-teachers. was not

“found. A number of hypotheses were advanced in an effort to explain this

finding. Further Investigation of this result Is planned. Finally,
although boys were generally rated lower than girls, this result was not.
unifcrm across all subdomains.  In some Instances, girls received lower
ratings. The findings of this study were restricted to the sample of white

‘milaly handicapped students, Other samples In-this investigation, the

recular education white sample, and both black samples, will be studled
using similar research questions and data analyses.

1 - s -

Dlscriminant Valldity of the SBA. In another study which focused on
the SBA, Steve Marty (Note 3) investigated the degree to which the SBA
gl fferentiated between students classiflied as high or low In-sociometric
status. ~The students' soclometric status was determined by a combination
¢t the Play With and Work With sociometric scales. Use of the 30 SBA
subdomainseresulted In correct classiflcation of the actual sociometric
status of 70% of the regular educetion samples and 77% of the mildly
handicapped samples. These results were seen as providing reascnably strong

i fferent measures. These three measures apparently .
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support for the discriminant validity of .the SBA.

¥

[}

Prediction of Achlevemeni. A thesis by Linda Zwald (Note 4) addressed
ivsues concerning criteria for achievement and equal ity of prediction for
blacks and whites. The criteria for achievement were the Peabody
Individual Achievement Tests, the Teacher Rating Scale (both of which were
included in this investigation with all students) and.a Semantic
Ditferential Scale developed by Mercer (1979). The general result was
equal validity for black and white students across the three measures of .

achlevement using the WISC-R Full Scale |Q as the-predictor variable.

These results are consistent with other recent research but counter to
ciaims In the |iterature of differential validity. These claims of
differential validity were fundamental to Issues concerning test blas and
the Larry P. -court decision (Reschly, 1982)

Summary. As noted previously, several additional studies are underway .
or are planned. Interested readers are encouraged to contact either Daniel
Reschly at lowa State University or Frank Gresham at Louistana State
University for copies of the manuscripts reporting the results of
additional analyses from this ‘investigation.
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CONCLUS |ONS

The most general issue examined in this study was the usefulness of
social competence measures in preplacement or re-evaluations of mildly
handicapped students. Although there Is no way to establish an absolut
! unequivccal conclusion, it is our strong and considered Judgment that
social competence measures are highly useful In special education
classification/placement decisions, It is significant that the mildly
handicapped students.included in this study did, as a group, exhibit
significant deficits on the social competence measures: This result was
obtalned for both white and black samples. This is a particularly
important finding in view of the fact that soclal competence criteria were
probably not used In the classification decisions with these students, nor
weren soclal competence criteria part of the classification dlagnostic
constructs: (learning disability, mild mental retardation, and slow learner)
involved with these samples. Soclal competence deficits were probably pert
of the reason for referral for.many of these students. Although admittedly
highly speculative, we wonder if a major difference between underachievers -
and students placed in learning disablility programs Is in the realm of
soclal competence. We are well aware of the research by Ysceldyke and
col leagues (1983), suggesting no differences between underachievers and
students classifled as learning disabled. However, these investigetions
were generally restricted to ability and achievement variables. Perhaps
‘" learning disabled students and underachlevers have .simllar academlc
problems, but those referred and then classified as learning disabled have
additional problems with social competence. Additional research on this
.possibility would certainly seem to be Indlcated.

4

The inclusion of a variety of social competence measures in this

investigation previded evidence on the complexity of these constructs. The

~social competence measures leave a good deal to be desired In terms of
cenvergent and divergent validity. The muititrait-multimethod (MTMM)
examination of the soclal competence measures ylelded disappolnting
results. With the social competence measures included in thls study, there
was relatively |little evidence suggesting greater tralt Than method
varlance, ' :

: \

. Despite The disappointing findings In the MTMM analyses, the social
competence measures clearly differentiated between speclal and regular

' -educaticn placements for both black and white students. One combination of
social competence measures produced 100% correct classlifications for black,

/ regular and special education students, The other results In that

analysis, although not as impressive as the finding Just cited, clearly
supported the suggestion that social competence Is probably an Important
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component of the complicated process whereby some students are classlfled
~as milcly .handicapped. 5 ' -

We recommend that soclal competence measures be used as part of
preplacement evaluations, during reevaluations of students classified as
mildly handicapped, and as part of the process where general needs are
assessed In the development of Indlvidualized educational programs. We
regard the current array of social competence Instruments as useful for
screening purposes.  They are not sufflciently valid to be used as the sgle
basis for a diagnosis cf soclal competence deficits nor Is It appropriate
To use them as the sole baslis for the development of an IEP ob jective.
These Instruments are sufficiently well developed to indicate general areas
of need which should then be further assessed through behavioral
observation or subsequent interviews. For example, a student with very low
SBA scores, should be observed in appropriate settings to further assess
deficjts In specific social skills. Interviews and other checklists can
alsc help pinpoint specific deficits, These results could then be used, |f
consistent &@cross methods of measurement, in making decisions about scocial
competence deficits and in determining whether or not soclal competence
objectives should be part ¢f the student's Individualized educational
program (Gresham, 1983).

;

Soclal competence measures are relatively economical to administer,:
score, anc interpret. Most of these measures involved checklists which can
be given to an appropriate adult who, In the course of 10 to 20 minutes

epending cn the Instrument, can provide the necessary Information.
Hurthermore, we found |ittle or no reslstance among teachers and parents
Toward previding this kind of Information. We were particularly concerned
sbout the possible reactivity of the soclometric measures administered to
peers. We encountered no difficultles in the collection of the sociometric
data. We urge that those kinds of measures be used cauticusly. But our _
results would certainly indicate that these measures are acceptable In most
school situations.

The results of this investigation further vallidate the Involvemeni of
parents and regular classroom teachers in collection of data concerning
mildly handicapped students, There are now a varliety of techniques,
several of which were used in this study, which can be used by parents and
teachers to yleld quite useful information. We believe those techniques
provide a more complete perspective on the child's strengths/weaknesses and
needs for remedial or compensatory educational programming. Although
1rite, we hesitate to end this report without the usual call for additional
research In this area. The research in soclal competence assessment thus
far has ylelded very useful results. These results are promising and
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further investigations are quite 1lkely to lead to further de elopment of
These procedures _

sound and useful procedures to assess soclal ‘competence.
and the interventions that can follow, have considerable primise for
Impreving the effectiveness of educatlonal and psychologlcal I'nterventions ]

: !

With mildly handlcapped u1udenfs.
3
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Appendix A
Parent Social Behavior Assessment
An Adaptation of T. Stephens' Social Behavior Assessﬁenf
,\
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by Pamela Crouch
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SOCIAL BEHAVIOR ASSESSMENT

Child‘s Name

Sex [JFemale ‘\

Last. First Middle C¥ate
Parents' Name
| | Last Father Mother
Home~Address .
' ! Street City State
Birthdate l _ Age _
Month Day Year |
- Current School Grade ‘ ' }
Type of Program = ;
Number of Siblings at each age level
0-2 24 46 6-8 8-10 10-12 ____ 12-14
14-16 . 16-18 Above 18

" This scale is an adaptation of the SOCIAL BEHAVIOR ASSESSMENT by Tom Stephens,
Cedars Press, Inc, The adaptation was made by Pam Crouch of Iowa State University

ot



DIRECTIONS F0R1PARENT

Please rate your child's present level of p°rformance on the scale items
in the following manner:

Put a 0 in the blank by the item if you have had no opportunlty to
see that_behav1or or the item is not applicable to your child. -

Example:

Reads aloud to parents 0
: 0 might beAgiven if your child cannot yet read.

Put a 1 in the blank by the item if this behavior is exhibited by
~ your child at acceptable levels.,

Example:

Uses eat1ng utensils properly 1 ‘
1 might be given 1f a_preschooler uses a spoon and fork

- correctly.

Put a 2 in the blank by the item if this behavwor is exh1b1ted at a -
lower than acceptable level. .

Example'

Knows and follows home rules _ 2
2 might be given if your chi|d fo]lows rules only when
reminded. _

. . f‘ .
Put a 3 in the blank by the item 1f\thls behav1or is never exhibited
but is able to perform it.

Example:

Hangs clothes in required place 3
3 might be given if your child Asﬂcapable of hang1ng up
clothes, but does not do it.

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
Subject : _ Sibs
Age ‘ Program

g
p—




ENVIRONMENTAL BEHAVIORS - ER
Care for the Environment - CE

Disposes of trash in the proper container.

Drinks properly from cup or glass.

Cleans up after breaking or spiliing something..

Uses household equipment and materials correctly.

. Uses oufdoor equipment safely

’ | Total - CE.

Dealing with‘Emergency -‘DE

Follows rules for emergencies

Identifies accident or emergency situat1ons which should
be reported.

Reports accidents or other emérgencies to parent.

Total - DE
Lunchrooh - LR .
Uses eating dtensils properly.
Handles and eats only own food.
Disposes of unwante& food propérly.
| Total - LR

_ Movement'Arodnd Environment - MO

Moves with appropriate speed and care in home
such as walkjng in kitchen when parent is cooking.

Enters places such as doctor's offices and takes seat
without disturbing objects and others.

Walks with parents in stores and other public places as
necessary. '

Follows safety rules in crossing streets.

Total - MO

49




 [NTERPERSONAL BEHAVIORS - IP
1 . Accepting Authority - AA

Complies with requests of adults who are in pos1tions of
authority

Complies with requests of peers and siblings who are in
positions of authority.

Knows and . fo]]ows home rules.

Fo]]ows home rules in the absence of the parent.

Questions rules which may be unjust.

| Total - AA
Coping with Conflict - CC

Responds to ‘teasing or name-calling by ignoring, changing
the subJect or some other constructive means.

\

Responds to phySical assault by leaving the situation,
calling for help, or some\other constructive means.

Walks away from peers and siblings when angry to avoid
hitting.

Refuses requests of others politely.

Expresses anger with non-aggressive words rather than
physical action or aggressive words.

Handles constructively cr1t1c1sm or punishment perceived
as undeserved

Total - CC

Gaining Attention - GA

Gains parent' s attention by appropriate means such as
asking quietly

Waits quietly for recognition before Speaking to parents
when they are busy.

Uses"please"and'%hank you" when making requests of others.

N

Approaches parent and asks appropriately for help, explan-
ations, instructions, and so forth.

04
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Gains attentiqn from peers;and éiblings in appropriate ways.
Asks beers and siblings fof help..
o o Total - GA
Greeting Others -.GR
Lobks others in the eye when greeting them.{
States name when asked. |
' Sm11es when encounter1ng fr1ends on acqua1ntancos.
Greets adults and peers by name.

Responds to an introduction by shaking hands and say1ng
" "how do you do."

Introduces one's self to another.
‘troducés two people to. each othef.
‘\ Total - GR
He]pi@g Others - HP
Helps parent when asked. - | - | | -
Helps peer or sibling when 9sked.
Gives simple directions to peers or siblings.
Offers help to parent.
Offers help to sibling.
Comes to defense of peef or sibling in trouble.

Expresses sympathy to -peers or siblings about problems
or difficulties.

Total - HP
B Making Conversation{- MC _ -
Pays attention in a conversation to the person speaking.

Talks to others in a tone of voice appropriate to the
situation.

Waits for pauses in a conversation before speaking.

Makes relevant remarks in a conversation with peers or siblings.
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Makes relevant remarks in a conversation with adults
including parents. '
Ignores interruptions of others in a conversation.

. Initiates conversation with peers or siblings in informal
situations. '

Initiates conversation with adults including parents in
informal situations. :

Total - MC
Organized Play - OP
Follows rules when playing games.
Waits turn when playing gameé.
Dlsplays best effort in competitive games..

Accepts defeat and congratulates the wInner in competitive
games. .

Total -~ QP
Positive Attitude Toward Others - PA

Makes positive statements ‘about qualities and accompl1shments
of others.

Compliments others.

Displays tolerancé for others with characteristics dif-
ferent frow one's own.

Total - PA
Plays Informally - PL
Asks other-children to play.
Asks to be included in a play activity in progress.
Shares toys and equipment in play situations.
. Gives in to reasonable wishes of the group in play
25 Gt IONS
Suggests an activity foc'the group outdoors. \
5 | Total - PL




Property: Own and Others - PR
Distinguishes one's own pr?perty from that of others.
l.ends possessions to others when asked. |
Uses and returns other's property without damage.
Asks pefmission to use another's property.

Total - PR

SELF-RELATED BEHAVIOR - SR
Accepting Consequences - AC

 Reports to parent when something has been spilled or
_ broken. -

Apologizes for hurting or infringing on others..
. Accepts consequences'for wrong-doing. |

T-*al - AC

'thical Behavior - EB

Distinguishes truth from untruth.
Answers when asked.about wrong-doings.
Identifies consequences of behavior involving wrong-doing.

Avoids wrong-doing when'encouraged by‘ peers or siblings.

Total - EB -
Expressing Feelings - EF
Describes one's own\feelinqs 6r moods verbally.
Recognizes and labelé moods of others.
| Total - EF

Positive Attitude,Toward Self- PA
Says "Thank you" when complimented or praised.
.Willingly has work displayed. /

Makes positive statements about self.

ot
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Undertakes new tasks with positive attitudes.
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T o Total - PA.
Responsible Behavior - RB
Attends school regularly without fuss.

Is ready for school on time'without frequent parental
prodding.

Hangs clothes in required place.
Maintains orderly room.
Takes care of possessions.
Carries %essages for parent.
Brings-%equired materials home from school.
/ ‘ | Total - RB
Self-Care - SC

Uses toilet facilities properly. \‘\\;
Puts on clothes without assistance.- \\\\
KeepsAface-and hands clean.
| | \\ : Total -~ SC
\\
TASK RELATED BEHAVIORS - TR \\\
Asking’and Answering Questions - AQ . \\

Tries to answer questions when asked by parénts;

Indicates when answers are not known.

Volunteers answers to parent's or other adult's questions,
Asks appropriate questions. \
Total - AQ
Attending Behavior - AT

Looks at adult when instructed.

Quietly watches»TV shows,

\\

\
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.
Listens to speakers such as in church or meetings.

Total - AT
Classroom Discussion - CD
Uses appropriate tone of voice in family discussions.
- Makes relevant remarks in family discussions.

~ Participates in family discussions conducted by parents or
siblings. : :

Shares relevant items in famiiy diScussfon.

Discusses contrary opinions in family discusSions.

Provides reasons for opinions expressed.

~ Total - CD

Completing Tasks - CT

Completes assignments or chores.

Completes assignments or chores within required time.

Persists at tasks until completed.

Tells parents when task is completed.’

Total - CT
Follows Directiqnst~ FD
Follows parent's verbal direcgions._
Follows written directions.,
Follows directions for use of toys, etc.
Total - FD

Group Activities - GA
Shares materials when doing tasks.
Works cooperatively with a peer or sibling on a task.

} Follows plans and decislons of a group, either family
| or friends.

Accepts groups ideas that differ from his or her own,
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InitiateS and assists 1niconducting a group'activity,

| | | Total - GA
- Independent Work - IW

Tries tésks priok to getting help. .

Uses. time pkodbétiVely while waiting for assistance.
Finds'acceptable ways to use free fime.

Total -~ IW

\

Perforﬁing Before Others - PF

Participates in games like charades.

Reads aloud to parents.

Reads aloud to family; |

Gives report of day's activities to family. ?

Gives report of activities. to people outside%of family.

© Total - PF

Quality of Work - QW ‘ , i

Bring_s Ihome neat papers.

Accepts corrections of work.

Makes use of corrections to iﬁprove work.v

Checks work for errors.

- Total - (W
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Appendix B
i Work wlfh Socliometric

\
Play with Sociometric

Structured Peer Assessment
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WORK WITH RATING SCALE

Directions:

Put the number of the face that tells how much you like to work with
each person in your class in the box beside their name.
means things 1ike being in reading group, doing assignments together,

going to the library, and helping one another out on things like read-

ing, arithmetic, science, and other school subjects. ‘Do not rate

Work with

yourself.

] 2 3 4 5

Not Not Doesn't A A

at : Much Matter Little: Lot

Al - | |

1 2 3 4 5
i i /7 i {

&

L o o L S
/[ / / / / / [/
/"7 | /7 [T 7
/" /7 /7 /7
i /77 i i
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PLAY WITH RATING SCALE

School . Grade

Teacher Your Name

Directions: Put thé number of the face that tells how much you like to play with
o each person in your class in the box beside their name. Do not rate

yourse}f. , '
1 o2 3 4 . 5
Not Not Doesn't - A A
at Much Matter Little Lot
Al | : o
] o2 | : 3 B 4 5
/- [ 7 /7 i
i 7 7 T
/7 /7 i 7
[T i /7 LT
/=7 /7 7 /=7
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. DIRECTIONS: o : L \
The purpose of this act1v1ty is to f1nd out which people in class A '
do certain things more than others. You will see 13 sentence 11sted _ 3 = A\lot
~ down the side of the page and several people's names listed across-
the page. Rate each of the students listed as follows: K 2 = Sometimes.
J = If the person does the following things a lot. ?
2 = If the person does these things sometimes. C N 1 = Nevenr
1 = If the person never does these things. A g \\
0 = If you don't know: th1s person, - . : _ - 0 =Don't KCow person
\
-
- . Na ' @
Statements - Ue ' ‘ ;
1. Séys'nice things to others,
'“'2. Says please and thank you. )
3. Smiles at others,
4, Says hello to others,
5. Listens to others.
6. Helps others,
7. Shares with others.
‘8. Says excuse me. ‘
. |
9. Waits his turn when playing. |
10. Participatesin school activities.. .
| _ } - _ o
11. Fun to talk to. .
12, Is liked by -others. o
e - S — —
13. Follows rules in gamv and class,
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